REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Claims pending in the instant application are numbered 1-14. Claims 1-14 presently 
stand rejected. Claims 3, 5, 6, 13 and 14 have been canceled without prejudice. Claims 1 and 
4 have been amended. Nev^ claims 15-17 have been added. The Applicant respectfully 
requests that the amendments be entered and that the instant application be reconsidered in 
view of the following remarks. 

35 U.S,C. § 102 Rejections 
In the January 11, 2006 Office Action, claims 1-2, 4, 7-9 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Om'Mani et al., US Patent No. 6,603,3 31 (hereinafter 
Om'Mani). 

With regard to a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102, MPEP § 2131.01 sets forth that 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set 
forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently 
described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. 
Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 
1051,1053 (Fed Cir. 1987) 

Example independent claim 1 of the instant patent application as presently amended 
expressly recites: 

1 . An integrated circuit, comprising: 

a plurality of terminals including first, second and third 
terminals of the power supply control integrated circuit, 
wherein the first terminal is adapted to withstand a first 
maximum voltage relative to the second terminal, wherein the 
third terminal is adapted to withstand a second maximum 
voltage relative to the second terminal, wherein the second 
maximum voltage is substantially greater than the first 
maximum voltage; 

a power switch coupled between the third terminal and the 
second terminal, the power switch to switch high voltage at the 
third terminal in normal operation of the integrated circuit to 
control a power supply; 

a high voltage buffer circuit coupled to the third terminal; 
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a voltage regulator circuit coupled to the high voltage 
buffer circuit; 

a functional circuit coupled to the voltage regulator circuit, 
to the first terminal and to the power switch; 

a detector circuit coupled to the high voltage buffer circuit 
to detect a voltage at the third terminal, the detector circuit 
having a first state when the voltage at the third terminal is less 
than a first threshold, the detector having a second state when 
the voltage on the third terminal is greater than a second 
threshold; and 

a selector circuit coupled to the detector circuit and the 
functional circuit, the selector circuit to select one of at least 
two distinct modes of operation for the functional circuit in 
response to a voltage at the third terminal. 

Thus, independent claim 1 as presently amended expressly recites a selector circuit that 
selects one of at least two distinct modes of operation for a functional circuit in response to a 
voltage at the same terminal that is also used to switch high voltage to control the power 
supply. 

Om'Mani is directed to a low-voltage non-generative transmitter circuit. Om'Mani 
fails to disclose, teach or even fairly suggest the limitations siraimarized above as expressly 
recited in the Applicants' presently claimed invention. For example, Om'Mani fails to 
disclose, teach or fairly suggest at least high voltage third terminal that is used to both svdtch 
high voltage to control a power supply as well as used to select modes of operation of the 
integrated circuit. 

Claims 2, 4, 7-9 and 1 1 are dependent claims of independent claim 1 and therefore 
distinguish for at least the same reasons as independent claim 1 in addition to adding further 
limitations of their own. Since Om'Mani fails to disclose, teach or fairly suggest expressly 
recited claim limitations, the Applicant respectfully request that the instant section 102 
rejections be withdrawn. 
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35 aS.C § 103 Rejections 

In the January 1 1, 2006 Office Action, claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Om'Mani. In addition, claims 5-6, 10 and 12 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Om'Mani in view of Balakrishnan, US Patent No. 
5,313,381 (hereinafter Balakrishnan). Furthermore, claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Om'Mani in view of in view of Hull et al., US Patent No. 
6,407,581 (hereinafter Hull). 

With regard to a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103, MPEP § 2143.03 sets forth that 

To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, 
all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the 
prior art. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 
1974). "All words in a claim must be considered in judging the 
patentability of that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 
424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). If an 
independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then 
any claim depending therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988). 

As summarized above, independent claim 1 as presently amended expressly recites a selector 
circuit that selects one of at least two distinct modes of operation for a fimctional circuit in 
response to a voltage at the same terminal that is also used to switch high voltage to control 
the power supply. 

Balakrishnan is directed to a three-termmal switched mode power supply integrated 
circuit. Hull is directed to a high voltage multipurpose input/output circuit. Neither 
Om'Mani, Balakrishnan nor Hull, whether taken singularly or in combination disclose, teach 
or even fairly suggest the limitations summarized above as expressly recited in the 
Applicant's presently claimed invention. In particular neither Om'Mani, Balakrishnan nor 
Hull, whether taken singularly or in combination, disclose, teach or even fairly suggest a 
selector circuit that selects one of at least two distinct modes of operation for a functional 
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circuit in response to a voltage at the same terminal that is also used to switch high voltage to 
control the povsrer supply. 

As summarized above, dependent claims 3, 5, 6, 13 and 14 have been canceled 
without prejudice. Claims 10 and 12 are dependent claims of independent claim 1 and 
therefore are patentable by virtue of their dependency on claim 1 . Thus, since remaining 
claims 10 and 12 both depend from nonobvious independent claim 1, the dependent claims 
are all nonobvious since the dependent claims will distinguish from the prior art for the same 
reasons as their respective independent base claims in addition to adding further limitations 
of their own. Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests that the instant section 103 
rejections be withdrawn. 

New Claims 15-17 

New claim 15 is dependent on claim 1 and is therefore patentable by virtue of their 
dependency on claim 1 . 

New claims 16 and 17 recite a novel method that is distinguishable over the prior art 
of record for at least similar reasons as independent claim 1. 

If there is a deficiency in fees, please charge our Deposit Acct. No. 02-2666. 

The Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in 
this case. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 



Date: 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(206) 292-8600 
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